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ABSTRACT 



The National Endowment for the Humanities and University of 
Texas (NEH-UT) collaborative project was established to develop authentic and 
practical tests of spoken Russian for younger, beginning students of Russian, 
and to create a guide for their implementation into instruction. The 
development process involved teachers of Russian at the middle, junior high, 
and high school levels and college level. The resulting assessment materials 
are designed to accompany a widely-used ’’Face to Face” Russian textbook 
series and provide a model for development and use of authentic oral 
assessment rubrics for similar textbooks. During the school year following 
creation of the materials, the participating pre-college teachers introduced 
the tests into their curricula as preparation for their presentation and 
dissemination nationally. The report chronicles the need assessment and 
goal-setting process, outlines the rationale for authentic assessment, 
discusses the generic oral assessment approach used, makes suggestions for 
classroom implementation, and presents the assessment rubrics by chapter in 
the ’’Face to Face” series. Appended materials include contact information, 
the generic oral testing rubric, scoring sheets, and a blank rubric form. 
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NEH-UT Collaborative Project for the Development and Implementation 

of Oral Assessment Materials 

PARTI 



Overview of Project 

The National Endowment for the Humanities and University of Texas Collaborative 
Project for the Development and Implementation of Oral Assessment Materials was conceived 
during consecutive NEH-UT summer institutes of Russian language and culture for pre-college 
teachers held at the University of Texas and Moscow Linguistic University during the summers 
of 1 992-94 The main purpose of this project is the development of authentic and practical 
tests of spoken Russian, or oral testing rubrics, designed for younger, beginning students of 
Russian and the creation of a guide for their implementation into instruction. The 
developmental process included the collaboration of teachers of Russian at the middle school and 
junior high, high school, and university levels. The resultant assessment materials are designed 
to accompany the now widely used Face to Face Level One (Monis, Vyatyutnev and Vokhmina 
1993) and Face to Face Level Two (Dabars, Monis and Smirnova 1995) textbook series and to 
provide a model for the development and use of authentic oral assessment rubrics for similar 
textbooks. During the school year following the creation of these materials, the participating pre- 
college teachers introduced these tests into their curriculum as preparation for their presentation 
£ and dissemination on a national basis at the annual conference of the American Association of 
Teachers of Slavic and East European Languages (Bond, Edelman, James and Watzke 1995). 



Needs Analysis and Project Goals Statement 

The fundamental starting point for this project was the consideration of the needs of both 
pre-college students and teachers of Russian. If these assessment materials are to be immediately 
relevant to classroom use, it is important that they reflect the needs specific to the pre-college 
classroom and to the adolescents and teachers working with them. An initial needs analysis 
(Smith and Ragan 27-41, 1993) is the first step in the creative process which ensures that the 
products of all subsequent work are appropriate to the unique environment for which they are 

1 For more information on the NEH-UT Project on the Teaching of Russian Language and Culture in U.S. High 
Schools; Creating Proficient Programs for Proficient Students contact Professors Michael Katz and Thomas Garza, 
Project Co-Directors, Department of Slavic Languages, P.O. Box 7217, University of Texas at Austin, Austin, TX 
78713-7217. 
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intended. The development of the needs and goals statements below reflect the many opinions 
posted and the discussions which took place during the nearly four year period the participating 
teachers corresponded by e-mail on the NEH-UT bulletin board system. 

Teacher Considerations 

The teachers who participated in this project attended past NEH-UT summer institutes 
and are currently using the Face to Face textbook series in their 7-12 Russian language 
programs. They expressed interest in creating materials which would encourage spoken Russian 
and assess their students' developing speaking skills according to the functional and self- 
described communicative orientation of the textbook series. A major goal of the NEH-UT 
institutes was teacher development and in-service in acquiring language and cultural proficiency 
which would increase the teachers' awareness of communicative approaches to foreign language 
instruction and instructional materials development. The papers and instructional materi als 
presented by participating teachers during the final summer institute, at the Symposium on the 
Teaching of Russian Language and Culture in U.S. High Schools: Creating Proficient Programs 
for Proficient Students, held in Austin in July of 1994 and the published proceedings (Katz and 
Garza 1995) reflected both teacher and student objectives for language education; techniques, 
activities and general instructional goals which promote the communicative use of Russian. The 
focal point of this project is the assessment of spoken Russian, specifically, assessment of oral 
skills as part of the general testing which occurs after the completion of a unit or planned lesson 
and tests which can be administered and scored in a timely and beneficial fashion. 

Student Considerations 

Pre-college students studying foreign languages are particularly interested in the 
development of their speaking skills; students want to leant to speak the language they are 
learning in order to engage speakers in the target culture (See, for example, Bartz 1979 or one of 
many studies on personal student goals for specific foreign languages, Jorden and Lambert 
1991). This goal, however, may become lost when instruction focuses too heavily on the 
grammatical aspects of Russian, without regard to the multitude of conversational or functional 
uses these grammatical elements facilitate. Beginning pre-college students of Russian may be 
faced with a mundane period of study, one which has little immed iate bearing on their interests 
or aspirations for study of the language. However, this does not have to be the case. Beginning 
level study of Russian can serve to interest younger students in continuing their study beyond 
high school and to make the personal decision to work towards intermediate and advanced levels 
of proficiency. Relevant conversational goals, which are attainable for students at beginning 
levels, may reflect students' needs and interests while contributing towards an essential and 
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developing grammatical competence in the language. During these first years of language 
learning, providing encouragement and feedback, which leads to remediation of developing 
language skills, is essential. It was for these reasons that authentic assessment rubrics, 
introduced in the sections below, were first considered as an instrument for testing students' 
spoken Russian. 

Beginning Speakers of Russian 

An important contributor to the discussion of the needs of pre-college students and 
teachers of Russian is the characterization of the level on which students are able to perform in 
spoken Russian at the beginning stages of language learning. One obvious source are the 
ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines (Buck, Byrnes and Thompson 1989). However, caution must be 
used in interpreting these guidelines with reference to materials development The ACTFL 
guidelines are not a curricular guide, a methodology, nor a theory of language acquisition; but 
they do provide a global description of the range of abilities within increasing levels of 
performance. According to these descriptors, beginning pre-college students of Russian would 
perform in the "novice” and increasingly "intermediate" levels of proficiency over several years 
of instruction. Relevant to the assessment of speaking skills is the reliance on memorized 
phrases and functional structures at these lower levels. Gradually, students will be able to more 
accurately expand on these memorized utterances to create and recombine language as they 
move into the intermediate stages of language proficiency. The assessment instrument, 
therefore, must be grounded in the appropriate use of a limited, and often entirely memorized, 
repertoire of words, phrases, paradigms, etc. Speech is not assessed by the students' ability to 
speak or perform in the language at advanced levels of proficiency, but rather, by their ability to 
use accurately and appropriately what they have learned while being encouraged to create and 
recombine previously learned material in their performance. 

The Rationale for Articulation with Textbook Series 

The decision to create oral tests based on the Face to Face textbook series was made for 
several reasons. It was important that the tests be immediately relevant to the current needs of 
teachers. In other words, it was important that they could be used in instruction. Since its 
publication in 1993, over 200 schools have adopted this series for use in their Russian language 
programs (Morris 1993). Creating tests of spoken Russian corresponding to these textbooks 
would potentially provide a uniform set of assessments or, at the very least, a model for the 
creation of tests by die teachers themselves. 

Another reason for the use of this series was its syllabus design. The use of a functional 
syllabus throughout levels one and two of the Face to Face series provided an ideal base for the 



© NEH-UT 1995 



Page 3 



NFH-1JT Collaborative Protect: Tests Of Spoken Russian 



■EartI 



creation of authentic assessment rubrics which expanded on the lower levels of the proficiency 
descriptors. 

Goals Statement 

In preparation for the creation of oral assessments of spoken Russian, the following goals 
were developed reflecting the brief discussion above of the needs of pre-college students and 
teachers of Russian. 



Goals: 

1) To develop a practical and flexible set of oral tests for use at the middle 
school/junior high and high school levels. 

2) To ensure the immediate use and relevance to Russian language programs by 
outlining various ways these tests may be implemented and suggestions for their 
graduated implementation. 

3) To provide a rationale for the use of oral assessment rubrics and a model for 
their inclusion into the curriculum. 



Oral Testing: Authentic Assessment 

One of the goals of this project was to develop tests of spoken Russian which were 
- practical enough to be used frequently within the confines of regular instructional practice. The 
Oral Proficiency Interview (OPI) (Lowe and Liskin-Gaspano 1986) would require teachers to 
attend certification workshops and is too time intensive to be of practical use on a unit to unit 
basis (approximately 15-20 times a school year). Similarly, the Simulated Oral Proficiency 
Interview (SOPI) (Stansfield 1989) or SOPI-like oral assessments (Manley 1995), while allowing 
for simultaneous testing (or audio taping) of many students at one time, presents similar 
logistical problems for correction on a frequent basis. While the global performance descriptors 
of these assessments provide an understanding of the nature of student performance, as noted in 
the discussion of novice and intermediate speakers in the section above, a more practical form of 
assessment is needed for the pre-college classroom teacher. 

Authentic-Alternative Assessment 

There is an anecdote about a discussion between American and British educators. The 
American asked why so little standardized testing took place in British schools. The British 
educator replied, "In Britain we are of the belief that, when a child is hungry, he should be fed, 
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not weighed.” This anecdote underscores several of the advantages of alternatives to traditional 
assessment, specifically, testing which measures performance within the content of an authentic 
situation (Bowers 1989). 

'Assessment is authentic', according to Wiggins (1990), 'when we directly examine 
student performance on worthy intellectual tasks. Traditional assessment, by contrast, relies on 
indirect or proxy 'items’— efficient, simplistic substitutes from which we think valid inferences 
can be made about the student's performance (1).' Further, authentic assessment has several 
advantages over traditional assessment. Authentic assessment: 

• requires learners to be effective performers with acquired knowledge 

• presents the student with tasks that mirror the priorities and challenges of performance, 
rather than paper and pencil representations 

• allows for varying degrees of outcomes so that students may revise their performance, 
rather than providing single-answer and terminal feedback (i.e. correct or incorrect) 

• is based on 'real-world tasks' encompassing applications of the skills being learned 
during instruction (Linn, Baker and Dunbar 1991) 

• simulates in its tasks the challenges and complex ambiguities of real-life perfo rman ce, 
rather than arbitrarily discrete or simplistic elements of a task 

• supports the needs of learners by providing meaningful goals for the learning of skills 
and presents concrete uses for these accumulating skills 

• is not a secretive test, but an organizing framework which lends ’relevance’ (Keller 
1983, 1987) and gains from student input and awareness of the expectations of the 
authentic task 

(The above points are adapted from Keller 1983, 1987, Linn, Baker and Dunbar 1991, 
Wiggins 1990, 1992, Diez and Moon 1992, Shepaid 1989.) 

Authentic Assessment in Foreign Language Instruction 

Foreign language instruction provides the ideal content for the integration of authentic 
assessment into instruction. If a goal of instruction is for learners to be able to perform in the 
language and/or target culture, then assessment should reflect this performance, even at the 
earliest levels of instruction. Nunan captures the nature of authentic assessment in his discussion 
of creating communicative tasks for the second language classroom (1992). Drawing from 
foreign and second language literature on tasks in language use, Nunan defines as 
'classroom work which involves learners in comprehending, manipulating, producing or 
interacting in the target language while their attention is principally focused on meaning rather 
than form... It should also have a sense of completeness, being able to stand alone as a 
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communicative act in its own right' (10). Components of a task include its goal, forms of input 
(questions, feedback to questions, etc.), an activity (active and engaging participation in some 
form), teacher's role (monitor, facilitator, participant), learner’s role (participant, conversational 
partner, provider of information, discussant, etc.), and settings (classroom, paired-work, 
presentation, one-on-one, simulated situation, etc.) (11). Tasks capture language in its real-world 
use. Performance within the task provides evidence of competence for assessment It should not 
be surprising that entire instructional programs for foreign languages considered difficult for 
American students, such as Japanese, have been designed based on integrated authentic task 
assessment (Brinkmeyer 1993). 



Generic Oral Assessment Rubric 

Wiggins suggests the use of scoring rubrics for describing the most salient characteristics 
of performance at increasing levels of competence and for representing errors which are most 
justifiable for lowering the score of a performance (1992, 30). He notes the ACTFL Proficiency 
Guidelines as an example of a scoring system employing this descriptive language (30). The 
descriptors of a task rubric provide clear examples to students of increasing levels of competence 
leading completion of tasks which are challenging to learners, reflect real-world performance or 
consequences of performance, suggest mistakes to be avoided, and emphasize quality of 
performance over quantity (Brinkmeyer, Wiggins, 30). 

Examples of scoring systems for oral language production in foreign languages are 
plentiful. These generic assessment instruments are designed to assess oral performance 
according to various criteria, while sensitive to the constraints of regular classroom instruction. 
Boy lan (1982), for example, uses the categories of fluency, vocabulary, structure, 
comprehensibility, and listening comprehension with descriptors of up to twelve points as a 
generic scoring system for student performance. Each category includes up to six descriptors of 
increasingly competent performance. Comprehensibly is weighted more heavily in the overall 
point system, stressing the communicative nature of task completion. Watzke (1993) has 
employed Boylan’s scoring system with the addition of a creativity/transfer category for use at 
pre-college competitions of spoken Russian. This additional category contains six descriptors. 
Robison (1992) suggests weighted categories similar to Boylan's as a practical way to measure 
students' oral skills. Liskin-Gasparro (1995) presents a simplified version of Boylan's system, 
employing the categories of effort to communicate, fluency, comprehensibility, and gr amma tical 
accuracy for formal oral assessments. These categories contain only four corresponding 
descriptors of increasing competence. 
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The Generic Assessment Rubric for Task Completion 

A generic assessment rubric as been created which adapts Boylan’s system (see Appendix 
Al). The category 'cultural appropriateness' was included to reflect the cultural etiquette and 
content introduced in each lesson of the Face to Face series. The intention of this rubric is to 
provide an underlying scale of performance descriptors specific to the oral skills of which 
beginning pre-college students are capable and a practical and efficient means for scoring their 
performance. This generic system expands the 'novice' and 'intermediate' descriptors of the 
ACTFL Proficiency Guidelines, reflects the categories on the assessment instruments described 
above, and includes several adaptations based on input from the teachers participating in this 
project Task-specific rubrics have been written, which contextualize these generic descriptors, 
and are presented in Part II of this manuscript. 

Numerical values have been assigned from one to five for each of the rive assessment 
categories. This was devised to create an easier system for converting scores to percentages (a 
score of 25 out of 25, multiplied by 4 equals 100%). Elements of creativity and 
comprehensibility have been embedded in the general descriptors of the categories to weight, and 
thus, encourage communication in task completion. In addition, the numerical values also 
correspond to interval titles. Scores of one or two, for example, come under the tide 'repeat task', 
suggesting to both teacher and learner that performance in this category was low to such an 
extent that remediation and re-testing is suggested. A score of three corresponds to 'minimum', 
indicating that the most basic requirements were covered in task completion (a score of all three's 
in each category would give a student a 60% for task completion). Finally, a score of four 
corresponds to 'good' and five to 'creative excellence.' 'Creative excellence' indicates that the 
students went far beyond the minimum requirements of the task to include content, knowledge, 
and concepts from previous chapters during task completion. These numerical values can be 
adapted by individual teachers according to their preferred grading system. Teachers may find it 
helpful to refer to the complete generic rubric found in the appendix when assessing students 
with task-specific rubrics or when creating their own rubrics. 
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Advantages of Using Rubric in Assessment of Tasks 

Wiggins (1992) and Herman, Aschbacher and Winters (1992) provide an overview of the 
advantages of using rubrics in authentic assessment. 



• Assessment rubrics are motivating. They provide learners with a complete overview of 
the task in its real-world context Not only do they facilitate the connection of the task to 
personal experience, but they encourage the connection between students' efforts and 
results. 

• Assessment rubrics provide powerful feedback to students for remediation. Rather than 
assigning a global grade, rubrics describe areas of weakness and strength to students 
while providing the consequences for each. If given the opportunity to repeat the task, 
students are rewarded for their efforts both academically and through the personal 
experience of contextual performance. 

• Assessment rubrics encourage students to adapt and manage their learning and growing 
knowledge base. The assessment categories and corresponding descriptors move beyond 
the mastery of routine basic skills to promote and engage learners in problem solving, 
critical thinking, and the concepts which encompass the task at hand. The presentation of 
rubrics to classes often involves student input as the teacher negotiates its final form. 

• Assessment rubrics are efficient. Scoring can often take place during and/or 
immediately after student performance. This provides ample time for remediation and re- 
testing, and mirrors the feedback obtained in real life (especially if the teacher or a second 
student are involved in the performance of the task). 



Implementing Rubrics into Classroom Instruction 

Every classroom of Russian works under a broad range of constraints unique to its 
school, teacher, students and schedule. However, a variety of resources and practical guides 
provide a plan for the systematic instructional implementation of authentic assessment and 
rubrics based on tasks. The suggestions in the section below are adapted from much practical 
experience as well as numerous sources (Brinkmeyer, Herman, Aschbacher and Winters, 
Virginia Educational Association and the Appalachia Educational Laboratory 1992, and Wiggins 
1992). 
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Suggested Phases of Implementation Plan for Classroom Use 

In planning and implementing the use of authentic assessment rubrics into instruction, 
consider the following: 

1) Presentation and Negotiation. Present the task to be completed and task rubric to the 
class as an introduction to the unit Discuss what they should be able to do with their acquired 
skills by the end of the unit Describe the various grammatical and lexical items which will 
allow them to accomplish this task. Negotiate the rubric with the students at this time. Make 
necessary changes or additions according to student input. Students may also suggest alternative 
tasks and may participate in the creation of an alternative rubric. Relate to them your own 
experiences or those students might encounter in the target culture during task completion. 
Discuss why the ability to complete such a task is important to the development of their Russian 
and their potential experience with native speakers . Finally, refer to the generic rubric as the 
underlying set of descriptors for each category. Referring to this will be useful since the rubrics 
specific to each task are essentially contextualizations of these generic descriptors. 

2) Demystify the Task. The assessment rubric is not a secretive test. After the initial 
presentation and negotiation phase, refer to it often as the global goal of daily instruction. 
Consider creating short micro-tasks and activities which engage the learners in active use of the 
language and allow practice of the skills necessary for task completion. Demystification 
contributes to the relevance of all instructional events. 

3) Allow Sufficient Time Initially. Students and teachers who are not familiar with 
authentic assessment in instruction may require more time initially for its use in instruction and 
final unit assessment. Keep in contact with colleagues who also using authentic assessment and 
share ideas and concerns regularly. Adapt existing curricula to coincide with the planning of 
authentic assessment. As all of those involved become accustomed to its use in conjunction with 
other means of testing, authentic assessment will become an efficient part of the curriculum. 
Examples of testing scenarios are provided in the following section. 

4) Consider Various Assessment Procedures. There are many ways assessment rubrics 
can be used during testing. Consider each and do not fear trial and error. Consider assessment, 
which allows fellow students to provide a portion of the grading and feedback on task 
performance. Make use of native speakers, exchange students, and visiting teachers as 
participants in the task performance, rubric development and in the scoring of student 
performance. 

5) Value the Assessment in Overall Grading. If student performance on the task is 
valued, then it should contribute significantly to the unit grade and course grade. Preparation for 
excellent task performance should be rewarded. Consider giving equal weight to oral 
assessments and written exams. 
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‘ Various Forms of Classroom Testing Using Authentic Assessment 

The following suggestions on variations for testing oral skills come from teaching 
experience, discussion with the participating teachers of this project, and selected articles related 
to this topic. References to specific articles are noted when appropriate. 

One-on-one (during test taking). In this variation the teacher sits off to the side or 
immediately outside of the classroom and calls students to be interviewed during the written test 
If the teacher is not able to interview every student a portion of the lesson on the following day 
is used to complete the interviews. Classroom management is a must for this to be successful. 
Having an exchange teacher administer the interview is ideal. Consider inviting parents, a 
colleague, or older students to monitor the students if you are weary of keeping the rest of the 
students on task while conducting the interview. 

Group dialogue on test day. Robison describes an assessment procedure used in the 
Columbus, Ohio school system (491-493). Limit written tests to 20-25 minutes. Distribute oral 
test items to groups of 2-3 students. Advise the students that they will be tested on only one of 
the rubric categories (only vocabulary or pronunciation, for example, on this particular day). 
Inform the students how much weight the oral portion of the exam will carry on the exam as a 
* whole. Give the students a few minutes to prepare and assign roles. Call the groups up one by 
one to engage the teacher in the situation. Rate each individual group member during and 
immediately following their performance. 

This group dialogue is similar to the one-on-one interview and may be conducted during 
the written test as well. Advantages include the ability to simultaneously assess several students 
at once and, because the teacher is a participant in the exchange of communication, to engage the 
learners individually if one student is not initiating conversation. If the teacher chooses to assess 
students on only one of the five categories on the rubric, as suggested above, he/she might 
consider including all five rubric categories for at least midterm and final semester assessments. 
The teacher may also wish to assign groups the day before during a review session to allow them 
to practice and assign roles specific to the task. 

Video or audio taped performance. The students may be assigned groups and the task 
and then asked to video or audio tape their performances on their own time. This could be 
assigned a week before the unit test and then used in listening assessment as well. After viewing 
or listening to each segment, the entire class may be asked general comprehension questions. 

The teacher may also wish to audio tape one-on-one or group interviews for later 
assessment, especially if he/she wishes to assess many students in a short amount of time. 
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Project/Presentation. The students might create a unit project or presentation based on the 
descriptors of the rubric. This project would encompass the topic and slrills developed during the 
course of the unit Assessment of projects may necessitate adaptation of the rubric. Categories 
which reflect the students' ability to answer questions about their project or presentation should 
be considered when adapting the rubric (Rudner 1991, 1). 

Unit group project. As stated above, a project or presentation is developed around a 
task and corresponding rubric; however, a group participates in the presentation. Students can 
be assessed individually, as a group, or receive both a group and individual grade (Rudner, 1). 

Contracted-response class assessment (Rudner, 1). This variation entails carefully 
constructed questions which require a short one-item answer or a choice of several explicit 
answers. The teacher assesses the class as a group, choosing students to answer or allowing them 
to volunteer. The teacher may be a participant in a task who must rely on the students' responses 
to complete a task. Students' answers will tend to illicit related questions as the teacher directs 
the task completion. This may be used as a check for student progress or in preparation for 
individual student assessment A more elaborate point system may be devised based on student 
participation. Russian pedagogy terms this practice ' 3 aueT' or 'check.' 

Overnight preparation. The teacher may consider, in any of the assessment variations 
above, allowing students preparation time at home the night before the oral assessment. This 
may allow time to consider more creative variations for student performance. 
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Assessment Rubrics by Chapter: Face to Face Levels One and Two 

On the following pages authentic task-specific rubrics are presented corresponding to 
lessons in the Face to Face series. The authors of these rubrics incorporated the content of each 
chapter as well as that of preceding chapters. Each of the rubric intervals not only describe 
increasing competence in each category, but they are cumulative. That is, each rubric 
encompasses each of the descriptors of competence preceding it. 

Rubrics have not been created for the review units in each textbook. Teachers may wish 
to prepare their students for all of the tasks preceding the review chapter and, on the day of 
testing, randomly choose one of the tasks for re-testing. Teachers may also wish to create their 
own tasks and assessment rubrics for the review chapters using the blank rubric found in the 
appendix (A4). 

For Face to Face Level Two , tasks and assessment rubrics are provided through lesson 
fourteen. It is suggest that, at this point, the teacher begin creating rubrics based on the 
experience gained using the previous provided rubrics. During the creation of task-specific 
rubrics, it is recommended that the teacher refer to the generic assessment rubric found the in 
appendix (A2), contextualize these generic descriptors and present the rubric to the students for 
their input and reactions. 

Addresses and office phone numbers have been provided in the appendix (Al) if teachers 
wish to contact the authors and teachers participating in this project. Questions and comments 
on the use of the provided materials is encouraged. 
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APPENDICES 



Al: Contact Information 



For more information on the NEH-UT summer institutes, symposium, or this project. 



contact any of the following people below. 

John Watzke, Project Team Leader 
N290LC 

Division of Curriculum and Instruction 
College of Education 
University of Iowa 
Iowa City, Iowa 52245 
tel (319) 335-6440 

Ruth Edelman, Participating Teacher 
Tenafly High School (and 
Tenafly Middle School) 
Columbus Drive 
Tenafly, New Jersey 07670 
tel (201) 569-4400 ext. 265 



Nathan Bond, Participating Teacher 
Bowie High School (and 
Bailey Middle School) 

4103 W. Slaughter 
Austin, Texas 78749 
tel (512) 414-5247 



Alan James, Participating Teacher 
St. Mary's School 
816 Black Oak Drive 
Medford, Oregon 97504 
tel (503) 773-7877 



Professor Michael Katz, Project Co-Director 
Professor Thomas Garza, Project Co-Director 
Department of Slavic Languages 
University of Texas at Austin 
P.O. Box 7217 
Austin, Texas 78713-7217 
tel (512) 471-3607 



Inquires into obtaining copies of the proceedings of papers and instructional materials 
from the 1994 Symposium on the Teaching of Russian Language and Culture in U.S. High 
Schools: Creating Proficient Programs for Proficient Students may be made to the Department 
of Slavic Languages at the University of Texas. This complete set of oral assessments can be 
obtained with the the proceedings. 
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REPRODUCTION BASIS 




This document is covered by a signed “Reproduction Release 
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or classes of documents from its source organization and, therefore, 
does not require a “Specific Document” Release form. 




This document is Federally-funded, or carries its own permission to 
reproduce, or is otherwise in the public domain and, therefore, may 
be reproduced by ERIC without a signed Reproduction Release 
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